
client to appobrt n superintendent, and organise a suite- i

Me corps of operatives od each road. Each superintend t
cut wart instructed to pas* over the entire length of the t
section of tiie rout? assigned him, locating it on the moot t
direct utrd advantageous ground, an<l opening and iiu r

proving it in nuch a manner at to admit of the cany pa* t
»ag* of a loaded wagon.

' t
'(lie immediate direction of the movement* of these fa

several parties wan placed by ine in charge of a gentle-
man of erperkixv; and so souu a* full information of the
operation* of the pa*t season is received, I will cause him
to make a detailed rc|iort of their progress, for the pur-
poas ol' laying it before Cougrcas.
The Fort IUdgely and South Pa** rood ha* already

been opened a* tar west a* the Missouri river, a distance
of about two hnndrcd and fifty miles, and the country
through which it runs is reported to be a rich and desirableone for settlement. The appropriation for thi*
work has, however, been exhausted, although some four 1
hundred and fifty tuiles remain to be completed. To
finish this portion of the rood, should it be Ure pleasure
of Congress to carry out it* original design, art udditioual
appropriation of thirty tlrousaud dollar* will be required, '

and It should be made at au early day. fa
The joint commission for ruuniug and marking the (j

boundary between the United Mates and Mexico, under
the treaty of December 3, 1853, concluded it* labor* and t

adjourned on October 1 ; and tho commissioner on our j
part lias turned over to this department the maps, (with
one or two exceptions, which arc in the hands of the eugraver,)journals, astronomical determinations, and other t
public pitqwrty in his ptMKeeion. (

Of the report heretofore ordered by Congress to be
printed, tire first volume is completed, anil will be ready c

for distribution early in January. The second volume, ']
or appendix, which contains the reports upon the soology
und botany of the region (surveyed, its still incomplete. *

The engraved plates to illustrate this part of the work arc s
hr the custody of this department, so far as they are coinpleted.

During the last Congress, the Senate, by resolution, or- '

dered the printhig of five thousand extra copies of the reportproper and accnuipanyiug maps, and two thousand .

extra copies of the second volume, or ap|>endix, to lie 1

|«id for out of the fund appropriated for running the t
itoundnry. The execution of this order .will cost from
thirty-five to forty thousand dollars. The resolution of
the Senate, without the concurrence of the House of Hep- *

rcsentutives and the President, will not furnish to this t
department a sufficient warrant to justify tire payment of
these expenses out of tire fund designated. '

By the 11 Mi section of the act approved March 8, 1837, r

the Commissioner of Patents is required annually, in the a
month of January, to make a report to Congress, detailingthe operations of his bureau. This law was enacted 1

while the office was under the supervision of the Secretary t
of State ; and as it was not required of him to make iui

annual report, it was deemed more convenient, without '
doubt, for the Commissioner to report directly to Congress.The act approved March 3, 1 H4S>, transferred the ,
supervisory and appellate powers, in relation to the acts
of the Commissioner of Patents, previously exercised by "

the Secretary of State, to the Secretary of the Interior. I
All the other bureaus of the department make annual re- j.
jKirts to the Secretary to be laid l>efore the President, and
l»y him communicated to Congress. But in the case of the 1

Commissioner of Patents, while the rules and regulations j
for the management of his office, his acts, and the conductof all those under his immediate supervision ure sub- r

jeet to the control of the Secretary, and, through him, of C
the President, yet the annual report required of him is f
not in any way, under existing law, open to the revision
of either. There is nothing in the peculiar nature of the
subjects or duties pertaining to that bureau which mokes \
this exception necessary and as the reason for the law s
has ceased to exist, it might be changed with propriety.
From the 1st of January to the 30th of September, I

1847, 4,095 applications for patents have licen received, J
and 820 caveats filed 2,060 iintents have been issued,
and 2,287 applications rejected. 1

The receipts for the three quarters ending 30th Scpteni- t

Iter, 1837, were $161,415 97. The expenditures were (
9163,942 04. Excess of expenditures over receipts, $2,.'>2601.
The policy indicated in tire lirw establishing the Patent I

Office is, that it should be a self-sustaining bureau, 'lhis jjmlicy is a sound one, and should lie observed.
'Hie law now authorizes a return, upon the rejection of '

au application, of two-thinls of the fee required to l>e do- \

posited by the applicant on presenting his claim. Of ..

the $163,<142 04 expended during the last three quarters,
927,939 99 was made up of fees restored to applicants, li
utter the labor of examining their cases had been per-
formed. There seems to be neither justice nor expediency
in this requirement. Its eousequenee has been to bring 1
into tho other a large amount of business, frivolous in its a
character, and which seems, In fact, obtruded but as an

experiment upon its credulity If it is desired that this
bureau should be, as heretofore, supported by its own earn- I
ings, this feature of the hnancitd administration of the f
office should be revised and reformed.

lly the ninth section of the act approved July 4, 1836, 1

tho applicant for a patent, if a subject of the King of t
Great Britain, was required to pay a fee of five hundred ;dollars. At that time an American citizen applying for
a patent in that kingdom was required to pay a fee of 1

one hundred pounds. But recently the English govern- tinenthas reduced the fee required of an American citizen
rfrom one hundred to twenty pounds. As the fee origi-

nally required seems to have been determined on a-prin- t
eiple of retaliation, it is proper and becoming in our gov- a
eminent to respond to the liberal policy shown by Great
Britain toward our citizens, l>y reducing the fee in such a

cases to one hundred dollars. 1
The existing law authorizes an appeal from the decis- t,ion of the Commissioner to either of the judges of the cir-

cuit court for the District of Columbia. This law is an '
anomaly in our legislation. It confounds the executive t
and judicial detriments, which tips genius of our insti-
tutions requires should lie kept separate and distinct from '
each other. Its violation of principle is not a more seri- n
ous difficulty than its practical operation. The apixdlant i
not only selects t he judge who shall try the case, hut also
pays the fee of twenty-five dollars allowed him. The c

amount of compensation thus received will depend upon a
the number of cases brought before him ; that number ^will inevitably bo influenced by his course of decision,
The judge is thus placed in a position of embarrassment, '
if not of humiliation, alike to be deplored by himself and «
»u.. >
UVWUUWjT. I

This law should l»e repealed, and some other system
substituted which will put this offioe in a position of in- e
dependence in its executive action, and at the same time j,
secure all the rights of inventors. The most feasible plan
yet suggested to effect this is, in my judgment, to author- '
ire the creation of a permanent board of review, to coil- a
sist of three members, selected from the examiners of the
office, and who shall l>o known as examiners-in-chief. B

This board shall l>e charged with the duty of hearing and ^
determining upon all appeals from the judgment of the
primary examiners, except in cases of appeal where any
of these may have previously formed and cxphMtjed an ''

opinion: in which case another examiner may be suheti- tl
tuted to act in iiis stead and then their judgment nud aaction will be subject to the supervision and review of the
Commissioner. This alteration of existing law must h
necessarily increase the efficiency of the office, and at the a<
same time secure uniformity ana certainty In Ha rules .

of action. And while the inventor w ill lie rvedftom
relations delays, and heavy costs to jndges and ouftael, ti
he must feel satisfied that, in the provisiM made far. tha s,
thorough examination of his e.pplication by the examiner
in the first instance, then by the hoard of examiners-in- J'
chief, and, lastly, by the Commissioner, he has secured h
to him the ampleat opportunity for the establishment of a:
his rights
The activity and success of the inventive genius of the ^

Country, the limited circumstances of this worthy class a
of our fellow-cltiaens. who are badly prepared to brook
delay or expense in the prosecution of their elairaa, the
rapid enlargement and growiug importance of this o
of bu«inea«, and the fact that this office saks nothing a
from the national treasury, but only seeks such an ttfiganiaationof Ha internal machinery as will place this VtMkch
of the public service upon the roost efficient fooffiMaJas- k
tifv an earnest initiation of the attention of OonyNVttn v

the wants of thia office. '

The agricultural division of this office is granMpiJn a

popularity with the. country and increasing in usefaElp pit may be well <piestioned whetlier any otlicr cxpegBfivr #of the public money has ever proved ao largely legkurefrea
''

Itive and so beneficent in its iufluenoes. Hie Vgop of tl
thineae and African sugar-cane alone for tW^ySfnt p
year wrill more tharr ecimpcnsate for the money' hereto
fore expended in this behalf.

Measures have been taken for the oatabhslguMk of a ''
more satisfactory system for the distribution gjTjhrels ; f,the introduction of tho tea plant; the ooUobjjpk^fc-theseed and cuttings ,.f the native grape v^ies wflp^Blewof bating their value for the maim factum ofntO^ffitba t
investigation of the nature and baliits of thv^ffi^^ffilMl *
infest the cotton plant, with the view of
whether some plan ran be devised for the paBflHTVf "

the cotton planter, and for the chemical iinsTyuffW 'va <riousplants and soils. -*J
The eases required by the act of March S, vk/f %>»

Orwwtiis first in the hall of the Smithsonian InstffihmMvr 11
the reception of the collections of tlie exploring nxfjtdi o
tions and other objects of curiosity and ntpMst. noa> Jr
the main hall of the Patent Office builditffhaveWen *
contracted for, and mffiMmt progrest has «rn marts to t

K| £,m mr

r.'*I

L

miiuJit the belief (but the icimnol tan be made before
he expiation of the current fiscal year. The object of
he transfer of these collections to the tSmitlieouiaa Initiationevidently wax to relieve the Patent Office from the
fh|>onHibllitjr nud trouble of their custody: the four
herefore, heretofore employed to takr .are of them will
hen be no longer needed by this office, and no estimate
irui been submitted for that purpose.
I am, (sir, very respectfully. rour obedient servant,

J. THOMPSON,
Secretary of the Interior.

To the PiwnuvT of the United Statea. *I

WASHINGTON CITY.
SUNDAY MORNING, DSC. IS, 1S67.

lANSAH-JUDGE DOUGLAS AND THE ADMINISTRATION.
The position of Judge Douglas on the Kansas quesiouis now fully aud authoritatively defiued. Wo

tad hoped to the very moment when, in the introluctoryportion of his late speech, he remarked that
he ftcsident had fallen into a "fundamental error"
n his construction of ths Kansas-Nebraska act, that
udgo Douglas would not feel himself constrained
o take an antagonistic position towards the admiuisration.When that emphatic announcement, howver,was made, we ceased to have further hope,
'he fact is now fixed that on the issue which in'olvesthe promjit admission of the Territory of Knnas

us a State, and the consequent early settlement
if the slavery question as a subject for national disurbanee,the administration is to have the dctcrniuedand uctive opposition of Judge Douglas. It
s needless to say that we regret the determination
o which his mind has arrived ; we regret it for vaionsreasons which will occur to every democrat
vithout any suggestion from us. In this issue wo
liink the administration holds the side of right and
irineiple, and in this conviction we are strengthened j
atlicr tlmn weakened by Judge Douglas's elnborute
>nd able speech. With the same candor and directicsswith which ho lias criticized and controverted
lie arguments and conclusions of the message, we

impose to examine ono or two of his positions.
Judge Douglus expresses his gratification that

ipon "a more careful and critical reading of the

acssagc" the difference between himself and the
"resident is not so great as he had supposed " on a

maty reading and imperfect hearing of it in tho first
ustance." Upon this more careful and critical readnghe is rejoiced to find that "the President has not

ecomiuended that Congress should pass a law to reviveKansas into tho Union under the constitution
ornied at Lecoinpton and yet lie admits that the
' tone" of that document indicates that such a law
could receive the executive approval. In this we

ee no special cause for the joy manifested by Judge
louglas. It was not necessary, if indeed it would
lave been proper, for the President to do more than
udicate distinctly his acquiescence in the legality of
he action of tho convention. There is as little cause

or the gratification produced by the fact that the
"resident has not "endorsed," as assumed by Judge
louglas, the action of the convention. It would
lave been difficult for the President to use stronger
anguagc of endorsement of the legality of tho conditionand of its action than he has done. Wo are

^ -v j I
earful that Judge Douglas's perusal of the message
las yet been less " careful and critical" than he sup- 1

loses : otherwise he could hardly have found in it '

he expressions of "regret and mortification and dis- 1

ppoinUnent that the constitution had not been sub- '

[fitted to tho people" which he attributes to the 1

'resident. Our perusal of it has not enabled us to (

ind these expressions. But those preliminary and '

utroductory remarks are only important to be made '

hat none may be misled into the idea that the admin- c

stration is indifl'erent as to the fate of a measure in 1

egard to which tho President says that if this oppor- 1

unity of settling the question in Kansas should be c

ejected "she maybe involved for years in domes- t

ic discord, and possibly in civil war, before she can t

gain make up the issue now so fortunately tendered c

nd again reach the point she has already attained." t

Vith such language as this before him it is difficult e

0 understand how Judge Douglas can assume that t

lie administration was so indifferent as to the result t

liat the President had recommended no bill to be 1.
assed. and that it is not to be regarded as "an ad- c

linistration measure." { a

Judge Douglas states correctly that the President c

onstrues the Kansas-Nebraska act to mean that "the 1'
laverv question only was required to be referred to a

lie people, and that the remainder of the constitu- r

ion was not thus required to be submitted." In this t

onstruction of tho act Judge Douglas thinks the t

'resident has fallen into "a fundamental error".an t

rror which is graciously but gratuitously attributed t

y him to tho fact that the President was absent t

-om the country during the discussious on the Kan- >'

as-Nebraskn bill. On the other band, Judge Douglas r

laintains that the true meaning of the Kansrts-Nebras-
a act is that "the slavery question, like all other «

ue8tions, should be submitted to the people to be li
ecided" for themselves." Assuming it to bo true y

\at by the true interpretation of the Kansas law

ny question whatever was required to be submit- n

id after the formation of a constitution by a legally- v

ppointed convention, tho issue between the Presi- g
ent and Judge Douglas is, whether the slavery qucs- v

on only, or tho whole constitution, is required to be *

ubinitted ? It is proper for us to remark that, in the p

ulgment of very many of his friends, the President j
as conceded too much in agreeing that even the c

ingle question of slavery is required by the Kansas- c

Nebraska set to bo submitted after the formation of t
constitution by a legally-chosen convention. But j
ist is a concession of which Judge Douglas cannot

omplain, and on which he has l>ased much of his \
rguinent. I
In support of his position that the Kansas-Nebras- .

a bill required that the whole constitution should «

>e submitted for popular ratification, Judge Douglas t
ppeals to the understanding of the authors and sup- c

iorters of the hill when it was brought forward, and a

sks, "Did wo not come before the country and say \

hat we repealed the Missouri restriction for the pur- t
tose of substituting and carrying out, as a general t
tile, the great principle of self-government, which i
iMl mo people 01 cacn piaie anu racn lerritory r

roe to form and regulate their domestic institutions s

11 their own way, subject only to the constitution of *

he United States f" We answer unhesitatingly in H

ho affirmative; all of the supporters of the hill j
maintained this proposition. Rut Jttdgo Douglas j
iverlooks the fact that all men of all parties [
reely conceded that, an to all other internal and do- ®

sestic questions except that of slavery, the people t
if the Territories were entitled to enjoy the rights of i
elfgovcrnraent. .His own speech, which he quotes f
o prove that he labored to make the rnlo of self-got- *

Jn *L -fc ^ ti
rnmont universal, prove* that it ww only aa to th* aq

lavery until ution that the dle had been violated, efl
tfter enumerating many of the otjjects of govern- tic
uent, and allowing that aa to all these it ia agreed no

rod conceded on all handa that the people may fu]

[overu themselves, he adda: "Why make an ex- pr
eption of the alavery queation by taking it out of au

hat great rule of selfgoverumeut which ap- th
>liea to all the other relatione of Ift t" This en

nay be assumed, then, aa conclusively settled. iui

hat the Missouri restriction was repealed for the rij
lurpoac of removing the only obstacle to the univer- co

lality of the rule of self-government in Kansas, and, pr
:ousequeutly, that this was the only otyect sought w<

o be accomplished by the Kansas-Nebraska act. its
is fur distaut as Mr. Buohaiiau was, and as deeply wi

'iigrosscd as was his mind with great questions ha
>f foreigu policy, ho had at least leisure enough sp
o read the speeches of J udge Douglas. He would cii
laterally look to these as the best expouents of the th
ibject and meaning of the Kansas act. In all of ei)
hem he found the one single idea pressed.that the
Kansas bill teas designed to enable the people of Kansas th
o regulate the question of slavery in their own tray, in fir
irder tlwt their right of self-government might be perfect. w]
iVhen, therefore, in his message, the President oon- Hll

itrues the Kansas act as having for its great con- Hti

rolling object the protection of the people of Kan- 0n

las in the right to regulate the slavery question in sti
heir own way, he adopted the construction put th
tpon that act by the whole country, and by none of
uorc unreservedly than by Judge Douglas. We are tic
luiar.od now to find that Judge Dowlas accuses the sh
?rcsident of committing "a fundamental error" in th
wlopting this construction of the law."an error," D<
idds Judge Douglas, "whichlies at the foundation of P<
lis whole argument on this matter!" If the Presi- ha
lent has erred in hiB view of the object and principle of
>f the Kansas auf, he has only erred in following in foi
he footsteps of Judge Douglas. vc

But the President lias not fallen into " a funcla- co

nental error" in his construction of the Kansas act. ve

le lias not only the authority of Judge Douglas, 1,11

he author of that act, sustained by all (he support>rsof the measure, but he is sustained by the N'n- its
ional Convention which nominated ltini for the presi- po
leney. That convention indicated in language eo in
loar that it admits of no controversy, that the only w]
outrolling object and meaning of the Kansas act lej
.vas that the people of Kansas should regulate tlio of

luestion of slavery in their own way when prepared on

o come into the Union as a State ; their right to regu- in;
ate other matters not having been disputed hy any in
>ne. It is true, as intimated by Judge Douglas, that th
his is the fuiulurnental truth (not the " fundamental an

srror") on which the impregnability of the I'resi- to

lent's argument rests. If the true meaning and ob- a©

eat of the Kansas act were that the people of Kan- tei
ias should be secured in the right to adopt or reject /si
ilavery as they pleased, the conclusion is irresistible r»

hat the Kansas convention has carried out faithfully of
hat object, and the President stands fully and tri- th

unphantly vindicated in sustaining the action of the !l"

convention. ''J
But Judge Douglas displays his great skill as a tacicianin assuming that because it was the object of

he Kansas act to remove the only obstacle to the
tniversality of the rule of self-government in Kaniasby repealing the Missouri'restriction, therefore ''

t was the moaning and object of that uet that the
ntire constitution should be submittal for popuarratification. Here Judge Douglas falls into
' a fundamental error," which lies at the fonnlationof his whole argument lie assumes that
jecausc the people of Kansas have a right to regu- [T>
ate all their local and domestic questions in their '

ivii WAV f11pv prill imlv ito this l»v tho utihmiiitinti fnr ^

heir ratification of the irhole of any constitution that ce

his convention might frame. In other words, lie n"

oriatrues popular sovereignty and self-government ,l"

o mean that no constitution can be made and adopt- ta

d by the people of Kansas unless it shall be uibmit- c"

eel for popular ratification, and this lie insists was

he true meaning of the Kaunas act. Now, we utter- 1111

y deny this proposition. We affirm that the people
if a Territory or State enjoy popular sovereignty ^,
nd exercise self-government when they make their iia

onstitutions and laws through the agency of their na

egally-chosen delegates and representatives, as well ^
s when the acts of their agents are submitted* for or}
atitication. The will of the people may be ascer- '"1

aiued either through their representatives, selected ^
0 speak and act out their will, or it may be ascer- tic

ained by submitting the work of their representsivesfor popular ratification. Judge Douglas's doc- K(.

rine, carried to its full extent, would make all laws
imperative until submitted after their passage to the jj,
atitication of the people.
As Judge Douglas has appealed to the universal wl

luderstaudiug of the authors and supporters of the sh
Kansas act to ascertain its truo object and meaning, wi

re now appeal to that same tribunal, and ask if, th<
inongst all the supporters and advocates of that Ka
neasurc, Judge Douglas included, the suggestion it

ras ever made that the doctrine of popular self- pu
;overnment contained in the bill required that the ult
chole constitution framed by the convention should be a'l

ubmittcd for popular ratification ? Evsry supporter rej
f the bill throughout the Union maintained that the ca

icople of the Territory should have the right to de- tci
ide whether slavery should exist or not when a no

'tatc constitution should be framed ; but no one of
hem, from the most oxalted to the humblest, ever co

ntimated that the constitution so framed wAuld not so

>e valid unless submittal for popular ratification, fri
low could Judge Douglas have so un4eratood the tli
iansas bill without in some one of his numerous toi

ipeechcs intimating that the principle of popular vo

overeignty would be violated unless the constitu- gr
ion. when framed. was submittal for the ratification op
>f the people f How could he have entertained such to
view of the Kansas act when he reported and ad- of

rocat«a ana votea ior tne looinoe dui, wfuqn con- pc
ained no provision for submitting the constitution do
o the people of Kansas ? To contend now, as Judge lej
touglas does, that the principle of popnlor aove- un

eignty, as laid down in the Kansas act, is violated Co
inlees the whole constitution is submitted, is to as- of
mme a position contradicted by the universal under- ini
tending of the friends of that measure when pend- l>c

ng before the country, and not sustained by either ga
he language or the spirit of the act itself. The Co
'resident's position is in strict accordance with the th
iniveraal understanding of the democratic party as of
o the object and meaning of the act, ami in support- tai

ng the action of the Kansas convention lie is otl

aithfully carrying out the principle of popular sh

lovereignty as laid down in the Kansas act da

d in the Cincinnati platform. Judge DowgLn k

Sort to make tlie submission of the whole coastit a

in an essential element of popular sovei eigntv ia
t unstained by hia argument, and, as we respectLlysubmit, ia inconsistent with the position and
inciples of the democratic party, as understood
d expounded in all aectious of the Union,
roughout this long and bitter contest. It is
dangering the substance for the shadow, inasiichus the people of Kansas have the undoubted
flit, us soon as the State is admitted, to alter or

rrect any features in the constitution which may
ove to be objectionable. By admitting the State
j immediately withdraw from black-republicanism

life-blood, and localize the question of slavery
thin the limits of Kansas, where tho people will
,ve the unlimited right to exercise their will in reectto all questions of State policy. If the exerleof popular sovereignty is what they desire,
ey will seek it under the panoply of State soverjnty.
It will he observed that the President supports
e action of the Kansas convention on two grounds:
at, because the Kansas act does not require the
hole constitution to l>e submitted, and because the
hmission of the slavery question is a full and aubuitiulcompliance with its requirements ; and, secid,because the convention which framed tho conitutionwas a legally-organized body, and its action
erefore legitimate. In pursuance of the principle
tho Kansas bill, his duty to acquiesco in its ac>nfollowed as a necessary consequence. Wo have
own that he stands upon right and principle on

e first point, and now we procoed to notice Judgo
>uglas's objection to the second point. Judge
mglsH takes the ground that the Kansas legislature
,d no authority to pass an act providing for the coll
a convention to frame a constitution, and theretothat the action of such convention is null and
iid. He does not go the length of regarding the
nventiou as a body of rebels like the Topeka condition,but lie denies that it was a legitimate body,
d insists that validity and vitality could only be
veil to it by an act of Congress either authorizing
organization or recognising its action. In this

isition he not only takes issue with the President,
it he repudiates the positions of Governor Walker,
>10 distinctly recognised the Kansas convention as

gitimatcly called and organized. For the purpose
settling this question, Judge Douglas falls back
his report of the 12th of March, 1856, as containg
the true doctrine on the subject. He says that

that report the committee came to the conclusion
at '' whenever Congress had passed an enabling act

thorizing the people of a Territory to form a State
nstitution, the convention was regular, and posssedall the authority which Congress had delegailto it ; but whenever Congress had failed or refuseil to

vs an enabling act, the proceeding was irregular and
id, unless vitality was imparted to it by a subsequent act

Congress adopting and confirming it." He argues
at, as Congress at its late session had failed to pass
enabling act, it follows that the convention called
the Kansas legislature was irregular and void.
We confess our surprise at the construction which
idge Douglas now places on his report of the 12th
March, 1856. The proposition before the Senate

>8 the admission of Kansas as a State under the
>peka constitution. The democrats, with Judge
mglas at their head, resisted this application bensethe Topeka convention was not only an irregar,but an illegal body, assembled in open defiance
law, and with the avowed purpose of ovcrthrow5the legally-constituted authorities in Kansas. The
ends of the Topeka movement cited several cases

which Congress had admitted new @tates in which
ere was no enabling act, and claimed them as prcdents.Judge Douglas, as chairman of the Conittee011 Territories, reviewed all these precedents
d showed that none of them were applicable beusein no one of them was the proceeding wfyicfsf
iginated the application illegal, and in defiance of
e territorial laws, as was the case as to the Topeka
jvenient. The general result of the review was

ited in these words :

"Your committee are not aware of any ease in the
story of our own country which can be fairly cited as

example, much less a justification, for these extrnordiryproceedings. Cases have occurred in which the inbitantsof particular Territories have been permitted to
m constitutions, and take the initiatory steps for the
ptnixation of State governments, preparatory to their
mission into the Union, without otitaining the previous
lent of Congress, bit is evert instance the proceeding
S ORIGINATED WITH, AND BEEN CONDUCTED IN SCBOHDINAINTO, THE AITII0R1TY Or THE 1.O0AL GOVERNMENT* E8TABIlEDOR RECOGNISED BV T1IE GOVERNMENT Of THE UNITED
\tes. Michigan, Arkansas, Horida, and California are
netimes cited as cases in point."
This is Judge Douglas's language.capitals and all.
> then proceeds to review the course of Michigan,
kausas. Florida, California, and Rhode Island, on

licli the Topeka "insurgents" had relied, and
owed that in every case the initiatory steps taken
:re in subordination to the local authorities, and,
erefore, formed no precedents for the admission of
nisas with the Topeka constitution ; but noirhere is
said or intimated that a convention called and held in

nuance of an net of a territorial legislature teas irregir
anil void unless previously sanctioned by an enabling

of Congress. On the contrary, the point of the
port was that all the cases cited, like the present
ae in Kansas, were either initiated by the regular
rritorial legislatures, or were subordinate to, and
t in defiance of, their authority.
But Judge Douglas says in his speech that his
mmittee recognised and adopted the principle
ttled in the case of Arkansas, and quotes passages
>m the opinion of Attorney General Butler to show
at, according to the principle of that case, a terririallaw for calling a convention would be null and
id unless previously authorized by an act ef Coness.We do not find the passages of Mr. Butler's
linion now quoted by Judge Douglas on this point
have been quoted by him in his report on the 12th

March, 1856. There is no intimation in that reirtthat the committee adopted the principle laid
iwn by Mr. Butler, that an act of the territorial
pBlatnre calling a convention ia null and void
iless previously authorized by an enabling act of

ingress. The whole extent to which the opinion
Mr. Butler ia adopted ia, that although the

itiatory proceedings for application as a State may

irregular and void, yet not being absolutely ille1,and in subversion of the territorial authorities,
ingress may entertain the application. Whether
e committee intended to adopt any other portion
Mr. Bntler's opinion we do not know, but cerinlyin the report of tiie 12th of March, 1856, do

her portion i« adopted in express terms. We

ould doubt whether any committee would at this

,y go the length of that opinion ; bnt, no matter

how that tuny l>o, it is certain that only no much
his opinion w»s quoted and adopted aa met tl

case of Topeka, and that the paragraphs no

quoted and relied on by Judge Douglas were in

quoted aud adopted in hia report of the 12th

March, 1856. It would aeem to ua to be a Strang
commentary on the doctrine of territorial aolf-go
eminent to maintain that the people of a Territor,
through their regular legislative body, could uot i
itiate proceedings to make application for adiuiaaic
as a .State. Yet Judge Douglaa, to sustain hia arg>
ment, ia compelled to deny that the legislature of Kai
sas could legally call a convention to frame aconstiti
tiou.this, too, wheu in his report of the 12th Mard
1856, he had recognised as valid precedents sever

cases in which "Mr proceeding ha* ortginatetl xciii

and been conducted in subordination to, the authority
the local governments established," as was the case

regard to the late convention in Kansas. We thir
the legislature of Kansas had a right to regard Judg
Douglas as conceding them authority to origins
the proceeding for a Citato convention. It is certa

that Governor Walker and Mr. Stanton, and, as fi
as we know, all other democrats, coucurmd in r

garding the Kansas convention as legitimately cullt
and legally organized. Such was the view taken
it by the President, and in that view he is amp'
sustained by reason and by legal precedents.
Judge Douglas makes other objections to tho Kai

sas convention, which, though of minor importune
it may be host to notice. He takes a good deal <

pains to show that tho President, Governor Walke
and Secretary Stanton were committed to the peopl
in favor of the submission of the constitution. It

shows, further, that those who voted for dek-gat<
to the convention, as well as those who refused
vote, understood that the constitution was to be su

mitted, and that a portion of the delegates electc
were pledged to have the submission made. 1

view of all these pledges, understandings, and prot
ises, Judge Douglas thinks it a great outrag
on the people of Kaunas that none other ths
the slavery question was submitted to them. Tl
answer to all this is easy, obvious, and concl
sivc. The object in proposing the submission
the constitution was to induce the Topeka portion
the Territory to take their rightfbl share in matin
the constitution. They were standing out in resis
ance of the proposed convention simply because
was called by the territorial legislature whose a

thority they repudiated. They had every assuram

from the President, Governor Walker, Mr. Stan to i

and the pro-slavery men, that if they would vote f(

delegates they should not only be protected at tb
ballot-box by a sufficient military force, but that tb
constitution made should then bo submitted for po]
ular ratification. Notwithstanding all the assuranct

given and the appeals made, the}' stubbornly an

faetiously refused to go to the polls. Judg
Douglas says they had a right to stay awaycertainlythey hail, but had they a right to rejei
all the offers made, stay away from the electioi
threaten to prevent the peaceful action of the coi

vontion, denounce and repudiate it as a bogtis asser

blage, and, after all, to complain that the promisi
of submission made to them were not kept ? W
insist that, in view of the factious refusal of the T
peka men to participate in the election of delcgatei
the convention was more liberal than they coul
have been expected to be in submitting the on]

question at issne between them and the pro-slaver
men. Judge Douglas admits that the territorial a<

calling the convention was fair.it is not denie
that the election for delegates was fairly held.it
conceded that the Topeka men had a fair chain
to control the convention, and make just such coi

stitution as they wanted ; yet when they factiousl
refuse to exercise their right of self-government i

making a constitution, Judge Douglas thinks it wi

an outrage on their right of self-government not t

let them, in the same factious spirit, defeat the wi
of the legally-organized convention. The TopeV
men wanted a State government, as was shown b
their Topeka movement in 1856. Ilere was an oj

portunity to have one framed in their own way. The
refused to make a constitution, and resolved th;
none should be made, and that none but their o«

illegal and rebellious proceeding at Topeka shoul
be recognised. Yet Judge Douglas thinks the prii
ciple of self-government is outraged, although tl

only real matter of controversy was fairly referre
to a popular vote. We think that such a concessit
to the Topeka men is a concession to a spirit of ag
tation and rebellion which the convention was und<
no obligation to make.

The only sensible object in submitting a const it
tion is that the people may judge of its provisioi
and decide on its merits. Judge Douglas knows th
the Topeka men wanted no submission for any su<

patriotic purpose. They had prejudged the cons

tution before it was made, and they wanted it su
nutted, not to judge of its merits, but simply to vo

it down because they were resolved to keep up tl
sectional strife and to insist on their illegal Topel
organization. Judge Douglas thinks that even th
rebellious and factious spirit ought to have be<

gratified. Tlio President has taken, as we think,
wiser view of the subject in recognising the acti<
of the convention as the quickest and best mode
rebuking and terminating the spirit of agitation ai

rebellion in Kansas.

Judge Douglas denies that the question of slavei
is fairly submitted to the popular vote.not that tl

people have not the right freely to decide wheth
IT anuo« ia in lv» fr«A <»r fil.ivt* Rtnhv lint that th<

cannot vote on either aide of the slavery questio
without voting for tlie constitution. There is ino

of plausibility than of substance in this ohje
tion. The substantial proposition submitted
the people is. whether they will have slavai
or not. This is tht question submitted. The rei

dne of the constitution is not submitted, at

was not intended to be submitted, for the got
and sufficient reasons before stated. The for
in which the (piestion is referred is of suu

concern. No one who votes the ticket with "co

stitution with slavery" or that with "constitute
without slsvery" on it is thereby committed to tl

approval or disapproval of the judicial system,
the tax system, or any other provision in the cons

tntion except the slavery clause. No one will 1

precluded from appealing to the principle of pop
lar State sovereignty for the alteration or reformatio
of any clause in the constitution so soon as the 8ta
comes into the Union. Anyone in Kansas who

nnwilling to vote because lie dislike*' one or mo

provisions in the constitution will be wriggling on

mere technicality and halting on an unaubetanti

of pretext. The all-abaorbiiig and all-disturbing qBn
ie tion of slavery la the only matter for deciaion on ti*
w 21 at inat.
ot Whether the convention haa adopted the beat
of mode of presenting this question is quite au i~Tn_
je terial point The subatauce ia presented, and all wfc
v- want agitation to cease, and who want practical poj
y, ular sovereignty under a State organization, can v.tt
n- and contribute to the early atlaiahtent of these pen
in objects.
i- The idea of forcing a constitution on the people tl
i. Kaunas is absurd, because such a thing is beyond
a. the power of Congress. The constitution presented
|i, to Congress comes from a body which legally reprt.
al scuta the people of Kausas. If the people of Km
k, | sas voluntarily staid a#ay fiorn the polls, snd this
of permitted a constitution to be made which it not

in acceptable to theiu, they caunot ask Congress to du
ik regard the legal proceedings of those who w«Qt

re the polls and reject the constitution to gratify th,
te spirit of faction and rebellion which instigated than
in in staying away from the election. Much leu can

ir they now pretend that a constitution is about to b«
e- forced on them against their will. And, above nil
id when admitted as a State, the whole subject it mi

of der the control of the people of Kansas, freo from nil
ly outside intlueuce. It oomes, then, to this prncticnl

question : Is it bettor for Congress to follow the legal
proceedings ofthe Kausas legislature and the Kantm

p convention by recognising the constitution and id.
jf mitting the State.thereby localizing all distracting
r questions in Kansas, and subjecting them to the d«.

|0 cision of State popular sovereignty, and relieving tli«
[e other States from a dangerous clement of sectional
,g agitation T.or is it better to listen to the csptioui

and factious objections of the men in Ksnsss who

^ have bo long disturbed the national quiet, and who
lfj manifest no abatement of the factious and rebellium
[n spirit, thus rejecting the work of the mou in Kans*.

who have proceeded peaceably aud lawfully, atvl

making concessions to the agitators, thereby pro.
longing the controversy with all the dangers of dis|e
cord and civil war with which it is encompassed1
The President takes the former view. Judge I)yug

f las comes forward and throws himself in the path
(way that leads, as the Preaideut believes, to an early
^

and satisfactory adjustment of the Kansas question
( We think the President takes a wise, patriotic, and

-t safe view of the whole question ; and in tho policy
|( adopted by him we think he will be sustained by

the popular judgment.
J, KENTUCKY.

>r The legislature of this State assembled at Frank
10 fort on Monday, the 7th instant. J. Q. A. King.
ie know-nothing, was chosen speaker of the senate by
' a vote of 19 to 17, and the whole organization of thai
« branch of the legislature was controlled by the sain*

id vote. Dr. J. P. White, democrat, was chosen speakrr
! of the house by 60 votes to 31. All the otheroK
. cert of the heuse are democrats.
ct It is announced by telegraph that the senate, by»

strict party vote, have tabled a resolution to elect a

»- United States senator ; so the election will go ottt

n- to tli« next meeting of the legislature.
* IraE DISTINGUISHED DEAD.

The legislature of the State of South Carolina hu
° unanimously adopted a series of resolutions in memoir

ry of tliree of her distinguished sons, who hart
died during the past year.Langdon Chevss, Andrew

^ Pickens Butler, and James Hamilton." each of whom,
y in his day and generation, had performed good ser^

vice, not only to the State in which he lived, but to

^
tlio whole country.'' Resolutions of regret and condolencewere also unanimously adopted in memory of
the Hon. Preston S. Brooksu-

ly A highly interesting letter has been received by
in the Secretary of tho Interior from Mr. Geo. L. Sitw,
is superintendent of the Nebraska wagon road, dated
to Omaha city, November 18th, 1867. Mr. Siten had
11 boon omtiarnuBcd and retarded in the construction
ra of the bridges by the frequent reins during th>

>y month of October, and the snow storuis and high
>- winds of the month of November. At the date of hit
y letter eleven bridges had been erected and comple
it ted, and thirteen more had been framed and madi
n ready for erection. If the extreme cold weather
Id would hold off until the 1st of Decembor, Mr. Site*
»- was of the opinion that he should be able, notwith
>c standing the embarrassments with which he had
id heretofore been surrounded, to complete all the
>n bridges from the Platte to Dacotah city, with peri-haps a single exception. The whole number of
cr bridges which lie expected to construct this fall be

tween the Platte and Dacotah city is twenty-eight
u. including all the bridges between the above poin#
3g with the exception of a few small bridges, not to«:ceed an average of six feet in length. In conclasia
-j, Mr. Bites stated that the work would be pushed for1ward until the extreme cold weather should forM

any further efforts,

te From the above information it is lair to infer that

ie this wagon road lias at this time been nearly
£a i pitted. Mr. Sites, and the men who have aasistwl
jg him in his arduous enterprise, deserve grest credit
en for the zeal and expedition with which they ha'1

a prosecuted this work.
in We have received the prospectus for the puM
°f cation, on the 1st of January next, of a new week!.'
>d paper at Elisabethtown, Kentucky, which will be tk

first democratic paper tliat has ever been issued a

ry Hardin county. Its editorial management will k

>ie in the hands of Robert 8. Forde, esq., a gentlexm
er in every way qualified to make a good fight against th»

»y onemies of the constitution and the Union. It is **

>n ceedinglv gratifying to us to learn from the prosp*
rc tus that, whilst the democracy have always here'*

(u fore been in a minority in that county, receui »'*

tiona have plainly demonstrated that it can achif"

ry j success in the future. We hear of the advent
,j. another democratic county in the Commonwealth
id Kentucky with unfeigned pleasure
>d Tus PanuDBiT aki> Kansas. The message of Pro*^'
jp Buchanan fully realises the high expectations of thr ^

mocracy of the Union, and justifies the crmfiden.**
posed in his wisdom and integrity. The Ksnw q®*

U- tion.the only one presented in regard to which tha**
any difference of opinion- is treated in a manner
cannot tail to commend itself to the good sense ami

1® judgment of all. His argument that the direct and «

ur qualified submission of " slavery or no slavery" I" '1*

people of Kansas is a iTiroplete vindication of pof1*
"" sovereignty, so far as the only vital question relating *
}« that Territory is <rracerned, will remove the tear* "hio

many have entertained that the real intention ef ^
Kansas-Nebraska act might be violated.

TO Ctonr

We see it stated in Tennessee paper* that the £ *

'» Tennessee and Virginia railroad will proUhlr bs codT1'
rr ted. and hn rqnning order, hv the first of March nel»

When this line af nttnarf hi ostopletrd, the time <***
a pied In travel from Memphis to Mew Vork will he tin*

L


